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Article 4

TEACHING AS A FORM OF SERVANT LEADERSHIP
Leonard Schulze

Oh! Blessed rage for order, pale Ramon,
The maker's rage to order words of the sea,
Words of the fragrant portals, dimly-starred,
And of ourselves and of our origins,
In ghostlier demarcations, keener sounds.
-Wallace Stevens

The most important claims I will make are

PROLOGUE ON PERSPECTIVE

And my ultimate purpose is to provoke you to commit
yourself to ongoing discernment and nurturing of your own
distinctive ways of embracing that vocation in servant
leadership.

1. that teaching is a precious and paradoxical
servant leadership, and
2. that exercising that leadership in a Lutheran institution
of higher education is a distinctive and valuable vocation.

The reflections that follow stem from 30 years of
experience as a classroom teacher in higher education.
They represent neither a personal memoir nor a systematic
analysis of issues surrounding the role of the
teacher/professor in higher education in the year 2000. In
what I take to be solidly Lutheran fashion, their status is
more ... paradoxical.

Section I explores some features of language and politics
in the current state of the academy. These
observations will conclude with a description of some
my own ways of thinking about things as a student
professor of the humanities.

The main paradox of this essay is that it is offered to you
as both parochial and comprehensive. It is parochial
because in the final analysis it is an apologia for the
vocation of teaching in a Lutheran college or university. It
is comprehensive because I find that the distinctively
Lutheran understandings of education, of teaching, and of
learning are remarkably encompassing, empowering, and
liberating. I hope to persuade you that this parochial
comprehensiveness is a paradox to be embraced, rather
than a contradiction to be avoided.

Section II explores the educational process, and the role of
teaching in that process, as a form of purposive leadership.
This section includes brief characterizations of the
leadership implicit in the pedagogy of some famous
teachers, and an invitation to reflect on your own models of
pedagogy.
Section III consists of a brief descriptive taxonomy of the
four kinds of learrting that we as teachers are always
engaged in leading our students toward, whether we
recognize it or not. I believe that this taxonomy, albeit
necessarily reductive, is reasonably comprehensive, at least
for the purposes of reflecting together about our vocation
as teachers. This section concludes with the assertion that
only the paradoxical concept of servant leadershi
adequately captures the vocation of the Lutheran teacher ..

Like the Incarnate Word, the universality of our work as
educators in Lutheran colleges and universities is
scandalously grounded in its very particularity. It is
important that we hold up these paradoxical--even
scandalous--understandings of our work.
These
understandings can be a precious counter-cultural--even
prophetic--voice in contemporary academia, where a post
Enlightenment paradigm of instrumentalist rationality is
increasingly viewed as the only game in town.

In Section IV, the final open-ended section, I offer a seri
of theses about education, about Lutheranism, and abo
their relationship. This format is intended to evoke Mart·
Luther's own famous use of theses as evocative invitatio
to discourse in community. Concluding with these thes
is not mere homage to St. Martin of Wittenberg, but
affirmation of a style of inquiry and discourse that
would do well to reclaim as appropriate in the academy:

The relationship of these reflections to Lutheran theology,
however, indeed to theology in general, is rather more
inductive than deductive. I invite you first to join me in
some phenomenological reflections about the structure and
intent of our work as educators. Only after we have
recaptured some of these roots of our work will we attempt
to link our findings to theological concepts and to Lutheran
ideas about God, human beings, and the relationship
between them.

I. ACADEMIC POLITICS, LANGUAGE, AND
METHODOLOGY

As a student and professor of the humanities, I have
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interest in how the words we use are shaped by such things
as language structure, history, culture, and individual
creativity, and in how those words in turn shape the very
questions we are able to ask.

lead forth," or "to pull out." This sense of "leading or
pulling" at the heart of the word "education" may be found
in other common English words that share their origin in
the Latin verb ducere.. "Productive" (pulling forward),
"reductive" (pulling back), "inductive" (leading in),
"deductive" (leading down or away) "ductile" (pullable),
and "duke" (leader) are a few that come to mind.

In· some sense, of course, all academics are preoccupied
with the power of language; we are, after all, a guild of
talking heads, teaching others to talk as we do. Some of us,
especially analytical philosophers, would claim that our
collective task is to delimit the treacherous slippage of
language as much as possible; their ideal would be to avoid
language altogether if we could. Others, like poets in the
vein of Sydney and Shelley and linguists in the tradition of
Sapir and Whorf, delight in exploring how our languages
and other symbol systems inevitably prestructure our
apprehension of reality. Still others, like continental
philosophers in the tradition of Nietzsche and Derrida, lead
us into semiotic fun-houses where we perpetually confront
the futility of our desires to grasp the fullness of Being.

These root meanings of the word "education," if we take
them seriously, enable a radically renewed awareness of
the rich connections between "education" and other
qualities and concepts that we don't normally associate
with it nowadays. For me, the concept of leadership jumps
out of this etymological nexus.
The connotations and connections between education and
leadership function not only in the more commonly known
Latinate component of the heritage of English. There are
uncannily analogous roots at work in the German
expressions for education. Take Erziehung, for example.
Ziehen is the everyday German word for "to pull," so
Erziehung is, quite literally, "pulling forth." Ziehen is also
the verbal form of the noun Zug, which means "train,"
"draft," or "characteristic." This noun has found its way
into English, asin tug-of-war and tugboat. This Germanic
strand of the story suggests that the activity of "train-ing,"
of pulling into shape, of tugging is inherent to the meaning
of the world "education."

In my view, most of the academic and political culture
wars being waged these days can be plotted as
disagreements about the meaning of the age-old insight that
human beings are symbol-using animals. But I think it
would be a misuse of our time to argue whether we should
align ourselves with postmodernists or neoconservatives in
these culture wars.
I propose to cut through the Gordian knot by simply taking
a brief look at the etymology of the word "education" and
of a few related words. Within limits, we can thereby gain
historical and cultural perspective on the very concept of
education, and on related praxes that we might otherwise
take for granted in the usage of our own time and place.

Of course, the more elevated expression "Bildung" is also
used in German, usually to connote the acquisition of
putatively higher-level cultural skills and awareness. Here,
too, however, the implied role of the teacher as "shaper"
and "former" of the student is clear, as it is in the case of
the analogous French expression, "formation."

The Oxford English Dictionary tells us that the word
"education" came into English from the Latin educare,
which originally meant "to rear, to bring up, as one does
children or young animals." In the idiom of contemporary
American English, we might say that the historically
foundational sense of "to educate" is therefore "to raise,"
and that to be "well-educated" is to be "raised well." I find
it interesting and instructive that originally this notion of
educare included not only the notion of teaching and
training, but also that of nourishing--of ensuring that all the
requirements for growth and development of a youth were
eing met.

The etymological evidence would suggest, then, that
"education" has historically been viewed quite literally as
a form of leadership. Our forebears apparently took it for
granted that this form of leadership involved at least the
following:
1) nurturing the student
2) training or "pulling forth" the student, an active and
purposive leading from one place, condition, or shape to
another.
Underlying the ideas of nurture, training, and leading is a
clear sense that education is never a thing or a state, but
always a process that involves a nurturer, a trainer, a
leader--that i's, a teacher. As the primary agent of the

e OED also tells us that the Late Latin word educare
as in turn derived from a compound of two other Latin
ords, e and ducere. Now the root sense of e-ducere is "to
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educational process, the teacher/leader always brings
certain assumptions--conscious or unconscious--to his or
her leadership. The most significant of these is the
assumption of a relationship to the student, to the trainee.
As we proceed, I invite you to reflect about your own
assumptions regarding this relationship. Is this a
relationship of control?
Of Pygmalion-like ego
investment? Of condescending good will? Of...love?
There are of course, many possible ways to conceive of the
teacher-learner relationship. It might be worthwhile to take
a brief look at a few representative models, and see
whether we recognize ourselves in any of the mirrors they
provide. Consider, for example, the Allegory of the Cave
in the Republic, where Plato argues that only the
enlightened philosopher-king could properly serve as a
teacher, because only the philosopher-king has been freed
from the shackles of illusion that constrain all the other
denizens of the cave. On this account, the teacher makes
a kind of noble sacrifice. Having attained enlightenment,
the teacher voluntarily subjects himself again to darkness,
and to the cries of pain from his students when he forces
their shadow-conditioned eyes to tum to the light. He is
the archetypal sage on the stage. He would, however, like
Marlene Dietrich, rather be alone. It is a noble sacrifice,
though, worthy in the eyes of the republic, whose well
being depends on it. Do you see yourself or any of your
colleagues in this picture?
Or do you see yourself or your colleagues in some of
Plato's other well-known analogies of the process of
education and the role of the teacher? In the Theatetus, the
teacher is presented not as a condescending philosopher
king, but as a midwife. In the Meno, a patient and attentive
teacher helps to bring into the consciousness of the slave
boy something that was always already there. It just
needed to be "unforgotten" (anamnesia). The truth
(aletheia) just needed to be roused from its lethargy.
Maybe these models make us think more of our role as a
guide on the side. Is this a feminine model of the role of
the teacher, as opposed to the masculine model of the
Republic?
Or perhaps we should revisit that archetypal critical
thinker, the Socrates of the Apology. You will remember
that Socrates claims that it is impossible for him to be
guilty of teaching Athenian youth about false gods,
because he doesn't actually teach or profess anything. All
he does is ask a few simple questions about such important
things as virtue and justice, in an honest search to find a
truly wise man who knows what he's talking about. It

turns out nobody does, especially nobody in any position
of authority and responsibility in the polis. Reluctantly--so
he says--Socrates must conclude that he is, after all, pretty
wise. At least he knows that he doesn't know anything-
unlike all those pompous senators, deans, presidents,
preachers, bishops, and board members. Anything familiar
here?
One final example: Maybe your theory and praxis as a
teacher resonates with Paulo Freire's Pedagogy of the
Oppressed. You may seek a truly dialectical relationship
with others, so that both you and your interlocutors may be
liberated from the limited imperialistic conceptions of the
world that come with your respective ideologies. From this
interaction and bonafide dialogue, there should emerge a
"true word" that will transform the world for all inv)olved.
In this relationship of parity, the implied hierarchical
relationship between teacher and student is suspended. In
fact, nobody can accurately be called a teacher, yet
everybody should view everybody else as a teacher. How
often have you said, or heard one of your colleagues say:
"I learn so much from my students?"
We could extend these examples more or less at will, and
I invite you to continue this reflective game on your own.
The point I want to make is that all of us are probably more
familiar than we realize with a wide variety of models of
teaching. But these models come to us attached to a series
of ethical, epistemological, and even metaphysical
assumptions about education and about human nature.
We need to reflect about these assumptions. We should
regard no model as the "standard" or "default" model.
There are choices to be made. And my suggestion is very
simple: One of the best ways to discern the appropriate role
and function of the teacher is to approach every
teaching/learning situation with the question of leadership
in mind:
Who is leading whom? The identity, character, authority,
and credibility of the leader are important questions. And
at least one fascinating mystery about human learning is
that to some degree we seem capable of self-guided
learning, of auto-didactic efficacy. What kind of teaching
appropriately respects such power and freedom?
From where to where? To what ends? In anticipation of
the claims made upon us as Lutheran teachers, one might
ponder: How did/does God approach the challenge of
leading/teaching people? What does the incamational
theology of the cross have to do with being a good teacher?
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Of course, getting accurate answers to these questions may
not be so simple, and they may vary from case to case.
Sometimes it's hard to tell the leader from the led, the
puller from the pullee. As the father of six-year-old and a
twelve-year-old, I can attest to that. I of course do my best
to "educate" my kids, that is, to nurture them into full
selfhood and to raise them up in proper decorum, skills,
and behavior.
But I know very well that it is often I who am nurtured and
who learn from them--things that I have never known or
have long since forgotten. My son's art work, for example,
teaches me to see everyday objects in new and striking
ways, and my daughter's spontaneous dancing reveals to
me new and wondrous synergies between sound and
motion. I am usually glad these role reversals happen, but
they can make . you humble about your role as
parent/educator. And they can prove to you that it's not
always easy to answer the question: "Who's
leading/pulling whom?"
Sometimes it's just not possible to identify the starting
place or the ending place of the teaching/learning process
· until after you find yourself at the new place. Most of us
involved as professionals in higher education believe that
the places we are moving toward, and leading our students
toward, are somehow better than where we, and our
students, were before. Education, we believe, involves an
increase in something. When we teachers are asked to be
more specific about the nature of this increase, we
generally respond a little impatiently, because it should be
obvious that we're talking about increases in awareness,
understanding, appreciation, or skill.
But these sorts of questions about education are legitimate,
and the answers to them can only be fully appreciated if we
keep before us the question of the purposiveness of our
leadership: "From where to where?"
Ill.
A TAXONOMY OF LEARNING: WHERE
TEACHERS LEAD THEIR STUDENTS

I offer you this taxonomy not as an end in itself, but rather
as a heuristic device to help us think as clearly as we can
about the purposiveness of the leadership inherent in our
activity as teachers--in any setting, but particularly in the
setting of a Lutheran college or university. I suggest to you
that all learning can be seen as an instance of one or more
of the following, and that each kind of learning may require
its own form of leadership:

A.
B.
C.
D.

Leaming "About" (Information)
Leaming "Why" (Analysis/Critical Thinking)
Leaming "How" (Praxis/Work)
Leaming "For" (Teleology)

My descriptions of these four kinds of learning represent
distillations of my own experiences, study, and reflection
over approximately 35 years as a student and as a professor
in higher education. Let me briefly explain what I mean by
each one.
Leaming "about" things is a pretty universal human
enterprise. When you learn "about" things, you learn that
something is the case. You learn that leaves are (generally)
green, that things fall when you drop them (at least under
certain conditions), that it gets hot in Texas in August, that
Tokyo is a city in Japan, that in English grammar the object
of a preposition takes the objective case. On the simplest
level, this sort of knowledge may be thought of as
"information."
To the degree that such information accords with. how
things are in the world, or at least with how things are
generally thought to be in the world, we refer to such
information as "facts." Much of our learning happens in
this category; it consists in absorbing and retaining
information.
Leaming information is unquestionably important. All
education is dependent upon our becoming aware of, or
familiar with, facts. No matter how sophisticated,
theoretically astute, or creative a person is or becomes,
broad familiarity with facts of all sorts is going to be
expected of an educated person. We are always learning
them, whether they are of any immediate use to us or not.
We absorb them through television, newspapers, lectures,
conversations, and games. Such ongoing learning about
things is part of what we mean when we say that an
educated person has a responsibility to have an objective
relationship with reality. With regard to this kind of
learning, the leadership responsibility of teachers looks
something like this:
As purposive teachers, we have the responsibility for
helping to provide access to accurate and reliable
information, and to ensure that our students achieve
appropriate familiarity with that information. We are
called to lead our students from ignorance to awareness.

But of course being familiar with information alone, no
matter how extensive, does not qualify anyone as an
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educated person. Human beings, because of apparently
inherent curiosity, are not content to know that things are
the case. We seem compelled, at least collectively, to
some understanding of why things are the way they are.
We seek to understand cause, history, development,
becoming. As we move from mere awareness that
something is the case to being able to give an account of
why it is the case, we say we are engaging in "critical
thinking," which involves not merely perception, but
judgment, logic, and reflection. Because we now have
interpretations of facts, we are able to understand and
explain them, at least within some contexts.

minds or talking heads. Homo sapiens though we may b
we are also homoJaber. We make things, both ofourselve
and in the world. We are not merely bystanders wh
perceive and cogitators who understand, but agents who a
in the world. In so doing, we apply our awareness and o
critical understanding ofthe world and ofone another. F
such application to be effective, we must also learn how t
perform effectively. We must acquire and practice certai
skills, which require discipline and habit.
A singer learns about certain sounds and understands ho
they are produced, but does not stop there. She learns thes
things not just for their own sake, but so that she can le
how to sing beautifully. A writer learns about gramm
spelling and diction, and understands why certai
organizational structures will work with a given readershi ·.
not just for their own sake, but so that he can learn how t
write effectively.

These two kinds oflearning--leaming "about" and learning
. "why" --may be pretty reliably found in any community of
higher learning worth its salt. And you'll certainly find
them in abundance at Lutheran colleges and universities.
These kinds of learning are almost universally associated,
at least within the world of modem Westem higher
education, with homo sapiens--with humans as beings who
claim to know. In some ways the almost unquestioned
respect for these two kinds of knowing has set· aside
modem universities from almost every other kind of
institution in our culture.

In using our factual and critical learning, we take it bac
out ofthe realm ofpure "freedom" and harness it to som
performance or production. In an important way, we se
our humanness realized in such performance or productio
Such learning is part ofthe heritage and purpose of ELC
institutions. In short, while sheer learning and curiosity a·
encouraged, so too is the sort of learning that will enabl
our students to make themselves useful.

I say "almost" unquestioned, because the analytical and
experimental aspects of critical awareness have in fact
come under fire from some quarters as inherently invasive
and destructive. Yet the freedom to learn about things,
and, within certain ethical limits, why things are the way
they are, has in fact become a widely known and
appreciated feature ofthe purposive environment ofhigher
education. This is good, and it is important. Without this
basic respect for learning about the way things are, and
learning why they are that way, universities would
probably simply replicate or reinforce the prejudices and
fantasies of those who have not bothered to discipline
themselves to such learning. Therefore the following kind
ofleadership of the teacher is essential:

As purposive teachers, we should help our students re/a
their knowledge of information and their theoretic
understanding to relevant praxis and meaningful work.
this context, the prevalent dichotomies between "liber.
learning" and "applied learning," and between theory an
prqctice, should be viewed as largely false problems.
are called to lead our students from awareness an·
understanding to a skillful and disciplined use of th
knowledge and understanding.

As purposive teachers, we have the responsibility for the
ethical preservation of an environment in which
information, both familiar and unfamiliar, is subjected to
the free scrutiny of understanding. We should not take
such an environment for granted, because it is not clear
that any other institutions in our culture have an equal
stake in nurturing and preserving it. We are called to lead
our students from passive reception of information to
active and critical interpretation of information.

But useful for what? Without effective engagement wit
both short-term and ultimate purposes for which we purs
all this learning, it remains unfocused and ungrounded.
is in linking our awareness, our critical understanding, an
our action in the world to purposiveness that all these kin
of learning have meaning.
By definition, sue
purposiveness is larger than the individual self. Th
Greeks, particularly Aristotle, had a profoun
understanding ofthe role ofsuch purposiveness in creatin
the conditions for a meaningful life. Aristotle called i
"teleology," after the Greek word for purpose, telos.

But of course human beings are not merely disembodied

There is no question, at least to my mind, that this last kin
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philosophy, that a student's performance skills will be
developed only in theatre courses, or that a student's faith
and values will be engaged only in theology courses. At
least, that is, if we teachers are doing our jobs right. If we
are, then our students will experience each of these kinds
of learning in all of the forty-plus courses they will take on
the way to their degrees.

of learning is the kind that has caused human beings the
most difficulty. After all, our apprehension of our ultimate
purposes is cloudy, isn't it? Especially in modern times,
we have learned to be actively suspicious of people,
nations, and religions who put too much emphasis on this
sort of thing.. All too often., the invocation of purpose has
stifled the development of the other kinds of learning we
have been discussing. When we are confronted with
people who tell us we should subscribe to "the" absolute,
we rightly question "whose absolute?"

Being a student in this kind of leaming environment should
be an exhilarating, marvelous, and life-changing
experience. If we teachers do our jobs right, our students
will master wondrous information they had never dreamed
of. They will be invited to develop new and critical
understandings of everything from the New Testament to
capitalism. They will further develop skills they already
had and discover talents they didn't know they had. They
will wrestle with devils--and with angels, and find
themselves discerning their vocations in life. The good
news is that we get to be part of it all, and see them grow.
And if we approach our teaching in this comprehensive
way, then we, too, can continue to have marvelous, life
changing, and exhilarating experiences.

In fact, when we are confronted with the claim that a
teacher should be a leader, part of us is conditioned to
resist this claim. because it smacks of authority, hierarchy,
and loss of the student's autonomy.
On the other hand, we know in our hearts that it is all too
convenient to misuse such appropriate skepticism a.s a
reason for permanently pulling back from investing
ourselves in larger purposes. All too convenient, and all
too tragic. For fear of being duped, many people refuse to
invest their lives in anything larger than themselves. Yet
such cynicism is the surest way to stop the educational
process short of its full flowering.

One last perspective on this four-fold process of education
before I conclude with my ten theses. It is a nearly
universal cliche that education involves liberation. Many
universities--including public ones--have adopted a version
of the Biblical promise as a virtual mission statement:
"You shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you
free."

Moreover, it is the surest way to live an ultimately
meaningless life mired in anomy, in apathy, or even in
despair. All our skills and all our awareness and all the
sharpness. of our critical thinking will careen around
aimlessly. Goethe knew this modem malady well, and
ortrayed it vividly in his play Faust. Along the way to re
ngaging with meaningful purpose in his life, Goethe's
ero did make some bad choices, but he was eventually
deemed because he kept caring about something larger
an himself.

We may now be in a better position to give this common
platitude more meaningful content, provided we think of
freedom not merely as freedom from some kind of
constraint or other. Unfortunately, such a negative concept
of freedom is widespread in our culture. The problem is
that once we've achieved liberation from constraints, we
don't necessarily have anything positive.

s purposive teachers, it is our responsibility to actively
rture an environment in which the alphas and omegas of
r existence, the big questions of faith and commitment,
y be safely pursued in conjunction with the more
ncated, but vital learning of information, critical
areness, and skills.

There is a flip-side to freedomfrom, however, and that is
freedom to. Freedom to is inherent in the purposive
definition of teaching as leadership that I have been
attempting to outline. Both freedom "from" and freedom
"to" come into sharper focus when we as teachers conceive
of our role as leaders to help our students achieve the four
kinds of learning we have been discussing.

far as I can tell, every ELCA college or university seeks
engage its students in all four of these kinds of learning.
reover, most of them do it in such a way as to make it
ficult for students to cordon off these four kinds of
ing into separate areas. It's usually not going to be the
that a student will learn information only in, say, a
-year course in physics, that a student's critical
king will be engaged only in a logic course in

This role can of course degenerate into tyranny. But let us
be bold and clear on this point. We usually recognize the
difference between a true leader and a tyrant. So too can
we be confident that we can recognize a true teacher
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motivated by a positive and enabling sense of leadership.
The answer lies in the paradox of the servant leader--one
who leads not to achieve his or her greater glory, but to
enable the student to discern his or her God-given vocation,
and to equip him or her to live it fully. In this imitatio
Christi, the teacher's own true vocation is achieved.
IV.
TEN THESES FOR DISCUSSION AMONG
THOSE WHO TEACH IN A LUTHERAN COLLEGE
OR UNIVERSITY

I conclude with an invitation, indeed an exhortation, for
you to explore the following theses about your work as a
teacher in a Lutheran college or university. Ideally, such
exploration will happen in discussion or even disputation
with your colleagues in community. It is, after all, in
community that such words are fleshed out.

1. If one is not clear what one is aiming at, anything one
hits can be described as a bullseye. Such a laissez-faire
approach to the teaching function should not be defended
under the contemporary rubric of academic freedom.
2. Teaching is a purposive activity. Its purposivtness
involves nurture, as well as clarity about the kinds of
learning involved.
3. All who profess to teach should be engaged in the
definition and defense of their understanding of its
purposiveness.
4. Every definition of purpose involves political and
ethical choices. The "default" settings in contemporary
secular higher education, or in other institutions of our
culture, should not necessarily be our guide.
5. The disciplinary methodologies and practices of

graduate training and of much academic life, in themselves,
provide inadequate models for effective, purposive
teaching in institutions of higher education related to the
ELCA.
6. Lutheran theology and the tradition of Lutheran
Christianity provide a number of concepts, intellectual
habits, and behaviors that can help us become better
teachers. Among the most important of these are:
-The Gospel liberates us from the need to use knowledge
as power.
-We are called to love our neighbors, including our
students.
-A Christian is free from all masters, but is called to be the
perfect servant of all.
-All truth is God's truth, and the free use of reason is one
of God's gifts to us.
-"Disputatio" is an appropriate expression of faith, not a
sign of its absence.
-All people have vocations; these vocations are discerned
in community.
-All things human, including the university and the church,
are "semper reformanda."
7. We can and should lead our students from the tyranny
of ignorance to the freedom of awareness.
8. We can and should lead our students from the tyranny
of rote knowledge to the freedom of critical understanding.
9. We can and should lead our students from the tyranny
of incompetence to the freedom of skillful action.
10. We can and should lead our students from the tyranny
of anomy and isolation to the freedom of purposive lives in
community.

Leonard Schulze is the executive director of the Division for Higher Education and Schools of the ELGA.
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